STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Balvir Singh Sidhu,

President,

Journalist Association Pb,

Regd, J-67/100, Bhai Randhir Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana.

 ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Principal Secy.,

Revenue Deptt, Pb,

Chandigarh.
………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 777 of 2010

Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant


(ii) Sh. Gurmeet Singh, Suptd.-cum-APIO on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER

Heard

2.
Complainant is absent.  The Complainant was not present even on the last date of hearing. It appears that Complainant is not interested in pursuing this matter. Since, information has been provided, no further action is required. The case is dismissed for non prosecution. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 10th May, 2010


               State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. N.S.Bhatia,

# A-20, New Model Town,

Kharar-Mohali.

 ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Additional Director-cum-

State Information Officer,

DTE& IT, Pb, 

Chandigarh.
………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 711 of 2010

Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant


(ii) Sh. Harpal Singh, Deputy Director-cum-APIO on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER

Heard

2.

Complainant has sent a request wherein he has submitted  that he has received documents from the department. No further action is required. 
3.
The case is , therefore, disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.   

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 10th June, 2010


               State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Gurcharan Singh Bath,

Kothi Fair St No.2,

Ganganagar Road,

Abohar, Distt-Ferozepur.

 ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Chairman,

Chandigarh Group of 

College Landran,

MOhali. 
………………………………..Respondent

CC No.708 of 2010

Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant 

(ii) Sh. Nirankar Singh, Registrar on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER

Heard

2.
In response to the order dated 26.04.10, the Complainant has not been able to place on record any material to show that the Respondents college satisfies any of the ingredients of a public authority as defined under  the RTI Act. He has not been able to rebut the stand of the Respondent that the college does not receive any financial grant / aid from the appropriate government. In these circumstances, no further action can be taken in this matter.

3.
Disposed of as not maintainable. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 10th June, 2010


               State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Gurdev Singh, Clerk,

Ajit Singh, Vill-Sur Singh,

Patti Chandu Di, Distt-Tarn Taran.

 ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Director, 

Health & Family welfare, Pb,

Sector-34-A, Chandigarh.
………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 735 of 2010

Present:
(i) Sh. Gurdev Singh, the Complainant


(ii) Sh. Mulkh Raj, APIO-cum-Suptd. on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER

Heard

2.
Respondent states that sought for information has been provided to Complainant that the application of the Complainant received against diary no. 2546 dated 02.09.09 was not available in their office and in this regard explanation of the concerned dealing clerk has been called.
3.
Respondent is directed that after taking any action against the concerned dealing assistant , Commission may be intimated accordingly.

4.
In view of the above, no further action is required. The case is , therefore disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 10th June, 2010


               State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Rabinder Singh,

6 Jyoti Nagar,

Extension, Jalandhar.

 ……………………………. Appellant

Vs.
(1)
Public Information Officer 


O/o Tehsildar,

              Jalandhar.

(2)        First Appellate Authority,

             O/o Deputy Commissioner,

             Jalandhar.
………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 188 of 2010

Present:
(i) Sh. Rabinder Singh, the Complainant 


(ii) Sh. Manjit Singh, Reader of Naib Tehsildar on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.
The Complainant alleges that his application for information made on 10.02.09 has not been served despite a period of more than fourteen months having elapsed.  According to the Complainant as per the provisions of the RTI Act 2005, the PIO is statutorily mandated to supply the information within 30 days of the making of the application and that the inaction on the part of the PIO is a clear infraction of the Statute. The Complainant prays for penalizing the Respondent-PIO for violating the provisions of the RTI Act 2005.

3.
Perusal of the application for information and the reply letter submitted by the Respondent, makes it clear that the Department has been soft-peddling on the issue of taking disciplinary action against the officials responsible for not performing their duties.

4.
Complainant filed an application for information with the PIO on 10.02.09 and the information was provided to the Complainant today in the Commission.  In the hearing dated 26.04.10, Respondent-PIO Sh. Rajeev Verma, Tehsildar, Jalandhar-I
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was directed to file an affidavit in response to the order showing cause.  In today’s hearing, Respondent has filed his reply but he has failed to justify the delay. As the information is to be supplied within 30 days of the making of information request, there is a delay of more than 14 months on the part of the Respondent. The Respondent has not been able to give any satisfactory explanation for the delay caused in supplying the information. The facts and circumstances of the case justify the imposition of the maximum amount of penalty upon Mr. Rajeev Verma, Tehsildar, Jalandhar-I the Respondent-PIO. Therefore, I impose a penalty of Rs. 25000/- (Rs. Twenty five thousand only)  on the Respondent. This amount shall be paid by the PIO as his personal liability. The Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar shall ensure that this amount of penalty  is deducted from the salary of the Respondent and deposited in the Treasury under the relevant head.
5.
Adjourned to 15.07.10 (10.30 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 10th June, 2010


               State Information Commissioner
CC: Deputy Commissioner,  Jalandhar

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Smt. Darshana Devi,

W/o Sh. Om Parkash,

C/o Apex Graphics,

Opp. Arya High School,

Rampura Phul-151103,

Bathinda

 ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Director,

Health & Family Welfare,

Pb, Chandigarh.
………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 527 of 2010

Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant


(ii) Sh. Mulkh Raj, APIO on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER

Heard

2.
In response to the order dated 23.04.10, Respondent filed an affidavit which is not accepted. Respondent is directed that affidavit should be filed by the PIO. Complainant has also sought another date.

3.
Adjourned to 25.06.2010 (10.30 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 10th June, 2010


               State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Bhupinder Singh,

M.P.H.V Male,

Mini PHC.Palheri,

Distt-Mohali.

 ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Director,

Health & Family Welfare, Pb

Sector-34-A, Chandigarh.
………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 690 of 2010

Present:
 (i) Sh. Bhupinder Singh, the Complainant


(ii) Sh. Jatinder Dhaman, Sr. Assistant O/o Director, Health & Family Welfare, Pb, Dr. Vijay Kumar, Assistant Civil Surgeon-cum-PIO O/o SMO, Mohali on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER

Heard

2.
Complainant states that he sought information from the PIO, O/o Director Health & Family Welfare, Punjab vide his application dated 06.01.10. The application of the Complainant was sent to Civil Surgeon, Mohali by the PIO, O/o Director Health & Family Welfare, Punjab. The perusal of the record shows that complete information has not been provided to the Complainant. In today’s hearing, Respondent states that no action has been taken on the complaint of the Complainant by the office of Civil Surgeon, Mohali. It is observed that application of the Complainant has not been properly dealt with by the PIO, O/o Civil Surgeon, Mohali.
3.
In view of the foregoing, Dr. Vijay Kumar, Assistant Civil Surgeon-cum-PIO, O/o Civil Surgeon, Mohali is directed to show cause why penalty be not imposed on him under Section 20 of the RTI Act 2005 for not supplying the information within 
Contd…P-2

-2-

the statutorily prescribed period of time, he should file an affidavit in this regard, if there are other persons responsible for the delay in providing the information, the PIO is directed to inform such persons of the show cause and direct them to appear before the Commission along with the written replies.

3.
Adjourned to 25.06.2010 (10.30 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 10th June, 2010


               State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Gurpreet Singh,

S/o Sh. Balwinder Singh,

Guru Teg Bahadur Nagar,

Near Amritsar Road Bypass,

Tarn Taran-143401.

           …………………………….Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Deputy Chief,

Ex-Officer, Distt-Parishad,

Tarn Taran.

……………………………..Respondent

CC No.  804 of 2010

Present:
Nemo  for the parties.
ORDER


Complainant has informed the Commission vide his letter dated 07.06.10 that incomplete information has been provided to him. Complainant is advised to point out the deficiencies in the information provided to the Respondent within one week from the receipt of the order. Respondent is directed to provide complete information to the Complainant before the next date of hearing. Respondent is further directed that he or his representative shall appear personally in this case on the next date of hearing alongwith the copy of the information provided to the complainant.

3.
Adjourned to 15.07.2010 (10.30 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 10th June, 2010


               State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Ashwani Kumar Prashar,

# 325, Sector-12-A,

Panchkula

 ……………………………. Appellant

Vs.
(1)
Public Information Officer 

O/o District Transport Officer,

Muktsar

(2)        First Appellate Authority,

             O/o State Transport Commissioner,

             Pb, Chandigarh


………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 143 of 2010

Present:
(i) Sh. Ashwani  Kumar Prashar, the Appellant
(ii) None is present on behalf of the Complainant
ORDER

Heard

2.
Appellant filed an application with the PIO, O/o Deputy Commissioner, Muktsar on 27.08.09. This application was forwarded by the APIO, O/o Deputy Commissioner, Muktsar to the PIO-cum-DTO, Muktsar on 25.09.2009. After more than four months, incomplete information was provided by the PIO, O/o DTO, Muktsar on 23.04.10. Respondent, O/o DTO, Muktsar informed the Commission vide letter dated 19.05.10 that sought for information was again sent to the Complainant on 30.04.10. Appellant states that no such information has been received by him. From the proof submitted by the Respondent regarding dispatch of information on 30.04.10, it is observed that  there is a mistake in the address of the Appellant due to which no information has been received by the Appellant. It is observed that PIO, O/o DTO, Muktsar has not provided the information within the time as prescribed under the RTI Act 2005.
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3.
In view of the foregoing, PIO,  O/o DTO, Muktsar is directed to show as to:-

(i)
Why supply of information as per RTI request sent to him has been delayed.

(ii)
Why penalty be not imposed upon him for not supplying the information within time as prescribed under RTI Act 2005.

(iii)
Why Complainant should not be compensated for the harassment and financial loss suffered by him in getting the information. 

6.
PIO, O/o DTO, Muktsar is directed to file an affidavit in this regard before the next date of hearing. PIO is also directed to supply complete information to the Complainant before the next date of hearing.

7.
Adjourned to 25.06.10 (10.30 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 10th June, 2010


               State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Bhushan Kumar,

S/o Sh. Uttam Chand,

H.No.114-A, St No.3/10-A,

Guru Nanak Colony,

Faridkot-151203.

 ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Director,

Ayurveda, Pb,

Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 805 of 2010

Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the Complainant



(ii) Sh. Vivek Sabarwal, Clerk on behalf of the Respondent
ORDER

Heard

2.
Complainant sought information vide his letter dated 08.12.09. Complainant was provided incomplete information on 27.04.10. Respondent states that Sh. Manjit Singh, Senior Assistant  is the dealing Assistant who  was to provide the information.  Sh. Manjit Singh, Senior Assistant is warned to be careful in future while dealing with RTI application. Since, the information relating to the deficiencies has already been provided.  No further action is required.
3.
The case is , therefore, disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 10th June, 2010


               State Information Commissioner
CC: Sh. Manjit singh, Senior Assistant, O/o Director, Ayurveda, Pb, Chandigarh.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Sham Lal Singla,

B-325, Guru Nanak Colony,

Sangrur.

 ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Director General School Education, Pb,

Chandigarh.

………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 361 of  2010

Present:
(i) Sh. Sham Lal Singla on behalf of the Complainant


(ii) Sh. Rajesh Thakral, Clerk, O/o DGSE (Punjab) on behalf of the Respondent 
ORDER

Heard

2.
Complainant states that he sought information from the PIO, O/o Director General School Education, Pb., Chandigarh vide his application dated 21.11.2009. In the hearing dated 02.03.10, Respondent states that as per their record, no enquiry has been conducted. Again in the hearing dated 13.05.10, Respondent took the same stand that no enquiry has been conducted. Accordingly, Respondent was directed to file an affidavit in this regard.  In today’s hearing, Respondent has provided copy of the enquiry report. After going through the same Complainant states that enquiry report is incomplete, no enclosures have been provided. He has further submitted that he sought information on 21.11.09 and complete information has not been provided till date.  
3.
In view of the above, Sh. Satpaul Sharma, ASPD (Co-ordination)-cum-PIO  is directed to show as to:-

(i)
Why supply of information as per RTI request sent to him has been delayed.

(ii)
Why penalty be not imposed upon him for not supplying the information within time as prescribed under RTI Act 2005.
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(iii)
Why Complainant should not be compensated for the harassment and financial loss suffered by him in getting the information. 

6.
Sh. Satpaul Sharma, ASPD (Co-ordination)-cum-PIO is directed to file an affidavit in this regard before the next date of hearing. PIO is also directed to supply complete information to the Complainant before the next date of hearing.

7.
Adjourned to 25.06.10 (10.30 AM) for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 10th June, 2010


               State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Rajesh Gupta, Advocate,

Distt-Courts, Ferozepur.

 ……………………………. Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Jalalabad.
………………………………..Respondent

CC No. 741 of 2010

Present:
Nemo for the parties.
ORDER

On the last date of hearing i.e. 26th April 2010, neither the Complainant nor the Respondent was present. Again, at today’s hearing, none is present. The Respondent has written that the required information has been supplied to the Complainant. Copy of acknowledgement is enclosed.  No further action is required.
2.
The case is , therefore, disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to the parties.   


Sd/-
                                                   (Kulbir Singh)

Dated: 10th June, 2010


               State Information Commissioner
